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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Clainns 1 and 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marsh et al. (US Pat# 6,813,488) in view of Thomas et al. (US Pat# 6,487,283) or 
Eng et al. (US 2002/0101967) or Mljares et al. (US Pat# 6,330,31 1). 

Regarding claimi. Marsh teaches a system and method for determining optimal 
wireless communication service plans for a plurality of subscribers or users in (see col. 
7 lines 35-44, col. 8 lines 45-58) comprising: accessing a database of a user's call detail 
record (see cols. 9-10, col. 13), determining average usage (see col. 17), creating a list 
of service providers plans available from communication service providers and 
performing a plan cost analysis and then making a recommendation in (see cols. 8-10, 
col. 2, col. 13, col. 16, coL 33). Furthermore, according to Marsh, average usage for the 
calling record profile, which would include all calls either toll or local (unbilled) data 
information such as airtime consumed in (see col. 17 lines 1-15 in light of call profiles 
(360), col. 9 lines 31-36, col. 14 lines 31-43 and col. 21 lines 56-62) 

Marsh fails to teach organizing or arranging service plans in order of calculated 
plan cost. 
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Thomas teaches a communication system where service providers can be 
analyzed for reasons including quality of service and then ranking service providers in 
any order desired including least cost in (see col. 9). 

Eng teaches a telecommunications system wherein service plans/providers can 
be ranked in view of lowest rates or cost In (see fig. 6C). 

Mijares teaches a communication system with least cost routing or service plans 
wherein service providers can be recommended or displayed in order of plan cost in 
(see col. 14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of either secondary reference 
into that of Marsh thus making it possible to read and select a least cost provider 
efficiently without difficulty. 

Regarding claims 5-7, The combination including Marsh teaches the claimed 
subject in (see cols. 8-10, col. 16, cols. 17-20, col. 23 line 35-col. 24 line 28, col. 33). 
Marsh teaches or implies from these columns that all analyzed service plans would be 
chosen among a plurality of plans for plan efficiency suitable for a user. 
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Claims 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marsh et al. (US Pat# 6,81 3,488) in view of Thomas et al. (US Pat# 6,487,283) or Eng 
et al. (US 2002/0101967) or Mijares et al. (US Pat# 6,330,31 1) and further in view of 
Philips et al. (US Pat# 6,728,352). 

Regarding claim 8, The combination including IVIarsh teaches being able to 
receive data from carriers in (see col. 8 line 66-col. 9 line 18) but fails to teach receiving 
information from a plurality of service provider (different switching elements) and 
compiling data in a suitable format. 

Philips teaches a communication system which can accommodate a plurality of 
switches (see col. 7 lines 40-50) including analog or digital switches wherein usage data 
collected by these service providers can be through a parser (see col. 1 1 lines 55-65, 
col. 12)and eventually to a database in (see fig. 7, fig. 5). The usage data can be 
gathered and analyzed and presented to a user on a user interface. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Philips into that of the 
combination thus making it possible to accommodate a plurality of service provider, 
gather call statistics and analyze them accordingly automatically in an efficient manner 
without manual input. 

Regarding claim 9, The combination including Philips teaches a centralized 
parser but the ability to use a centralized element or distributed elements for the same 
functionality can be done to accommodate a plurality of resources. 
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Regarding claim 10, The combination including Philip teaches generating text 
files from a plurality of raw data using element including the parser. 

Claims 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marsh et al. (US Pat# 6,813,488) in view of Larkins (US Pat# 6,295,291). 

Regarding claim 21, Marsh teaches a method in a computer system for 
managing wireless communication devices usage comprising: 

storing employee information, device information and existing carrier and carrier 
service plan information received from the client (subscriber or employer) (see col. 7, 
col. 8 lines 46-58, col. 8 line 66-67) which implies that each employee would have an 
existing service plan associated with their temninal, his/her account and calling profile 
data; 

processing billing information from the existing carriers to determine usage for 
the devices based on call detail records in the billing information in (see col. 8 line 66- 
col.9line 18, cols. 7-8); 

determining a set of preferred plans from a set of available plans for each of the 
devices based on the determined usage, wherein the usage includes call detail record 
and then preparing reports including cost and usage summaries for each subscriber 
(device) and including the determined set of plans in (see col. 8 lines 45-58, col. 7 lines 
14-34, lines 35-44, col. 16 lines 21-43). Note that since each calling party (subscriber 
or device) would have a different calling pattern based on which a service plan 
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recommendation would be made, a plurality of subscribers would have different calling 
plans recommended as such. 

Marsh teaches removing any service plans from the list suitable for a user in (see 
col. 8 lines 18-39, col. 16 lines 21-42) 

Marsh teaches being able to using a zip code and other factors (cost 
minimization) in (see col. 7 lines 34-44) and an analysis parameters for choosing 
service plans which includes a minimum saving filter in (see col. 23 lines 35-col. 24 line 
29) when determining service plans but Marsh fails to teach a subscriber specifying 
parameters which plays a factors in choosing or recommending service plans. 

The applicant does not define the analysis parameters. 

It's notoriously well known to specify to a service provider what service and 
features are desired based on which a service package(s) can be selected which 
includes 1-800 numbers for businesses, discount packages, family packages and so 
forth for business, families 

For the sake of argument, Larkins teaches a radio telephone service wherein 
analysis parameters read by the examiner to include features to be associated with a 
service plan can play a factor in one's bill or cost in (see col. 2 lines 53-60 ad fig. 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Larkins into that of Marsh 
thus providing a user with a service plan based on the needs of the user or 
subscriber(s) such as features desired, well known, and also, to reduce or minimize cost 
by offering user incentives as means of enticing or attracting customers. 
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Regarding claims 22-23, see the explanation as set forth above and (col. 24 of 
Marsh). It's known to be able to access usage data over a computer network. 

Regarding claim 24, The examiner takes official notice that fraud alert based on 
exceeding usage threshold levels such as making calls to certain countries, too many 
calls within a certain time frame, delinquent account and so forth is notoriously well 
known in the art. 

Regarding claim 25, The combination including Marsh teaches calculating a 
suitable plan for a plurality of subscribers and not one subscriber as alleged by the 
applicant in (see col. 7 lines 15-44, col. 8 lines 45-58, col. 23 lines 35-38, col. 33 lines 
8-35 of Marsh). 

Regarding claim 26, the combination teaches being able to use calling patterns, 
zip codes, features and so forth in determining cost thus making it possible to create 
distinct cost plans, zip codes for instance can vary for a plurality of users in different 
geographical regions. Furthermore, the analysis parameters defined for each user 
would obviously be distinct for a plurality of users In (see col. 23-24), minimum saving 
filter. 
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Claims 27 and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marsh et al. (US Pat# 6,813,488) in view of Philips et al. (US Pat# 6,728,352). 

Regarding claim 27. Marsh teaches a method for creating communication 
service plan recommendations for a client for selection of service plans from a plurality 
of communication service providers on a device-by-device basis (subscriber by 
subscriber basis) comprising: 

receiving billing and usage data and storing them in a memory in (see col. 8 lines 
66-col. 9llne 18); 

accessing billing files in the memory device to identify a set of the client 
communication devices (group accounts) in (see col. 8 lines 45 — 58, col. 7) and 
according to (see cols 7-8), the service provider can be the same carrier in 9see col. 8 
lines 50-52) or a plurality of carriers in (see col. 9 line 3); 

determining the average usage of each devices; creating a list of service plans 
available from service provider, calculating a plan cost and nnaking a recommendation 
ins taught by Marsh in (see cols. 7-8, col. 9 lines 51-65, col. 13 lines 1-21, col. 14 lines 
31-43, col. 16 lines 21-43, col. 17 lines 17-20). 

Marsh teaches the possibility of being able to receive data from a plurality of 
service providers in (see col. 9) but fails to teach that data from a plurality of carriers or 
service providers can be converted into a single format using a parser. 

Philips teaches a communication system which can accommodate a plurality of 
switches (see col. 7 lines 40-50) including analog or digital switches wherein usage data 
collected by these service providers can be through a parser (see col. 1 1 lines 55-65, 
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col. 12) and eventually to a database in (see fig. 7, fig. 5). The usage data can be 
gathered and analyzed and presented to a user on a user interface. Philps teaches 
being able to format data into a common format from a plurality of carriers wherein this 
data would be usage data in (see figs., col. 1 1 lines 55-65, col. 12 lines 49-67 and col. 7 
lines 40-50). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the Invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Philips into that of the 
combination thus making it possible to accommodate a plurality of service provider, 
gather call statistics and analyze them accordingly automatically in an efficient manner 
without manual input. 

Regarding claims 29 and 30, the combination including Marsh teaches 
determining from a set of available service plans which plans would be suitable for a 
subscriber based on calling patterns in (see col. 16 lines 21-42, col. 24). 

Regarding claim 31, the combination including Marsh teaches using saving filter 
as part of an Analysis parameters in (see col. 23 lines 35-col. 24 line 28 of Marsh). 

Regarding claim 32, the combination teaches parsing through raw data and 
generating ext information, which can be displayed on a user interface. Philips is 
directed to usage data. 
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Claims 1 , 3, 4 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bradshaw et al. (US Pat# 5,027,388) in view of Thomas et al. (US 
Pat# 6,487,283) or Eng et al. (US 2002/0101967) or Mijares et al. (US Pat# 6,330,31 1). 

Regarding claim 1, Bradshaw teaches a method of selecting the most cost 
effective service plan provided by cellular resellers to customers or subscribers 
comprising of 

accessing billing files to identify a plurality if client devices wherein the billing files 
includes a call detail record in (see col. 2 lines 40-49; fig. 1 @ 102, 130-146, call detail 
record of (figs. 3-4) call detail record in (see figs. 3-8) 

determining average usage of each of the communication devices wherein 
average use includes determining actual time for the calls made with the device in (see 
col. 8, 805+806 of fig. 8) and unbilled usage time; 

creating a list of service plans, calculating cost and generating a 
recommendation to a subscriber in (see col. 8, fig. 1 follow arrows from (130-146), col. 3 
line 67-col. 4 line 2, col. 8-9). The overall user time is gathered whenever phone is used 
thus making it a general airtime usage data. 

Bradshaw fails to teach organizing or arranging service plans in order of 
calculated plan cost. 

Thomas teaches a communication system where service providers can be 
analyzed for reasons including quality of service and then ranking service providers in 
any order desired including least cost in (see col. 9). 
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Eng teaches a telecommunications system wherein service plans/providers can 
be ranked in view of lowest rates or cost in (see fig. 6C). 

Mijares teaches a communication system with least cost routing or service plans 
wherein service providers can be recommended or displayed in order of plan cost in 
(see col. 14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of either secondary reference 
into that of Marsh thus making it possible to read and select a least cost provider 
efficiently without difficulty. 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, The combination including Bradshaw teaches 
average use determining average call duration and a range of call durations in (see fig. 
10A @ 943, 944, 945, 949, 950, 951 of fig. 10A, col. 8, col. 6 lines 10-30). 

Regarding claim 27, Bradshaw teaches a communication system capable of 
performing the steps including: 

receiving billing and usage data from each earner providers in (see col. 3 lines 
13-25); 

processing the data and storing the information in a memory and accessing the 
billing files to identify a set of communication devices based on billing records in (see 
col. 3 lines 13-col. 4 line 20); 

determining average usage of a subscriber for each of its users, calculating a 
plan cost and making a recommendation in (see col. 8, col. 9 lines 19-32, Table 1 , , fig. 
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1 @ 102. 130-146, figs. 3-4. .152 @fig. 7, 804-806 @fig. 8, fig. 8A, col. 1 lines 44-59, fig. 
10 and fig. 11). 

Bradshaw fails to teach usage of a parser which receives usage data from a 
plurality of carriers or sources and then formatting data into a common format. 

Philips teaches a communication system which can accommodate a plurality of 
switches (see col. 7 lines 40-50) including analog or digital switches wherein usage data 
collected by these service providers can be through a parser (see col. 11 lines 55-65, 
col. 12) and eventually to a database in (see fig. 7, fig. 5). The usage data can be 
gathered and analyzed and presented to a user on a user interface. Philips teaches 
being able to format data into a common format from a plurality of carriers wherein this 
data would be usage data in (see figs., col. 1 1 lines 55-65. col. 12 lines 49-67 and col. 7 
lines 40-50). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Philips into that of the 
combination thus making it possible to accommodate a plurality of service provider, 
gather call statistics and analyze them accordingly autonnatically in an efficient manner 
without manual input. 

Regarding claim 28, The combination including Bradshaw teaches average use 
determining average call duration and a range of call durations in (see fig. 10A @ 943, 
944, 945, 949. 950, 951 of fig. 10A. col. 8, col. 6 lines 10-30). 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 07/09/2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argued that the applicant argued that the prior art of record (Marsh) 
fails to teach a plurality of client communication devices and does not teach analyzing a 
plurality of billing files for a plurality of devices, average usage of each device and then 
making a recommendation. 

The examiner disagrees with the applicant because according to (Marsh), his 
invention applies to an individual subscriber or an employer who can have a plurality of 
phone lines assigned to its employees and making a recommendation as to what 
service plan(s) would be suitable to each of the devices based on usage pattems can 
be applied to either in (see col. 7 line 14-44, col. 8 lines 46-58). 

The applicant argued that the prior art of record fails to teach factoring in unbilled 
usage in (see page 1 3 of arguments). 

The examiner disagrees because Marsh teaches both toll or local usage can be 
used when determined a service plan suitable for a client in (see col. 7 lines 52 — 53, 
col. 9 line 36 and so forth). Furthermore, according to marsh, actual usage can be 
gathered including monthly minutes in (see Table 5, col. 21 and so forth). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to REXFORD N BARNIE whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7492. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00-6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, CURTIS KUNTZ can be reached on 571-272-7499. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
PRIMARY EXAMINER _ 
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09/20/05 
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